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offer valuable points of departure, both for teaching and for further critical
work on Tornabuoni and the stories themselves. A similar introduction
precedes the section of laudi, placing this form in its textual tradition and
opening ways of understanding its significance.
The nine laudi in translation transmit, however faintly, a culture of
sound and song in which Tornabuoni’s poems circulated along with
others as a vital component of popular religious participation. Tylus conveys well the spiritual excitement and musical momentum of these simple
ballads, as for example in “Vienel messaggio et lo spirito saggio,” which
she renders: “Here comes the messenger, / and the wise spirit! // He
comes from celestial kingdoms / Where sweet new sounds are heard, /
They are joyful and not discordant, / They issue from the high choirs; /
He comes in the form of vapors / And rays of luminous light” (270).
These translations of the laudi, as of the storie sacre, are sensitive and sure,
with footnotes on difficult passages giving excerpts from the original so
that readers may consider alternative renderings for themselves. Though
we still await a full edition of these works in the author’s original language,
readers of Italian, too, will find Tylus’s versions, her informed commentary, and her bibliography an excellent starting point for further study of
Lucrezia Tornabuoni.

Deanna Shemek
University of California, Santa Cruz

Richard Utz. Chaucer and the Discourse of German Philology: A History of
Reception and an Annotated Bibliography of Studies, 1793–1948. M a k i n g
the Middle Ages 3. Turnhout: Brepols, 2002. xxi + 446 pp.
It might be considered a mistake to read a review of a book before
writing one’s own evaluation. Die Süddeutsche Zeitung has called Richard
Utz’s comprehensive and impressive work a Wissenschaftskrimi (an academic thriller), and I wholeheartedly agree. Utz meticulously researched
and eloquently chronicled the development of Chaucer studies in Germany
and their intriguing connections to philology and politics. This study,
ambitiously conceived and excellently executed, lists in its first chapter,
“Philology vs. Enthusiasm,” the major thesis and its five corollaries: “the
emphasis of this study’s narrative sections is less on a complete, linear
reception history of Chaucer in the German-speaking world…but rather
on how German Chaucerians built a particular discourse through language
used in tandem with actions, interactions, non-linguistic symbol systems,
objects, skills, tools, technologies, and distinctive ways of thinking, valuing,
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feeling, and believing” (16). Utz provides five additional objectives: (1) to
study “a belatedly institutionalized and minor ‘New’ philology” in the
form of English studies in Germany and Austria, through which the author
wishes to “counterbalance” a modern tendency toward “cultural nationalism” (16); (2) to show that the turf wars that current critical theory and
philology engage in are “eerily” similar to the battles philologists fought in
the nineteenth century to gain acceptance and the upper hand in academia
(17); (3) to “historicize” the various subcategories of philologists and to
demonstrate that they are not objectively removed from contemporary
events but often intimately bound up with them (18); (4) to demystify
“nationalist disciplinary mythographies about the British, the American,
and the German roles in the history of Chaucer studies” (18); (5) to “spark
renewed interest in a joyous linguistic and methodological pluralism for
Chaucer criticism” and to call for a balance between philology and poststructuralism in the training of students (20).
Chapter 2, “Literary Enthusiasm, ‘Pre-March’ Nationalism, and
Nascent Scientism,” delineates the first fifty-odd years of Chaucer reception between 1793––the publication date of the first scholarly entry written
on Chaucer in Germany—and 1848, the date of the German “March Revolution.” Because English was not a university discipline then, most texts
on Chaucer are penned by middle class school teachers or private scholars
(23). Their work evidences “signs of a cultural nationalism which highlights the parallels between the victorious emergence of an English national
and Chaucer’s decisive role in that emergence with German intellectuals’
own desire for unifying the German nation beyond the already existing
unity guaranteed by its common language” (26). Those scholars emphasize the Germanic aspects of Chaucer, especially in linguistic features.
In Chapter 3, “Toward Philological Discourse: 1849-1870,” Utz
demonstrates convincingly how much the outlook of Chaucer scholars mirrors the national climate; due to political disillusionment, scholars start to
stress Chaucer’s “abstract and timeless poetic” qualities (45) and view him
as a “well-measured, apolitical, and objective observer of his own times”
(47). As Chaucer’s stock rises in Germany, some scholars find connections
between the “German and English medieval pasts” (48), not the least
because of the gearing up for the Franco-Prussian War, which was also
fought on paper between German and French Chaucerians. The first and
almost complete translation of the Canterbury Tales by Wilhelm Hertzberg
(1866) was instrumental “to promote Chaucer’s fame among Germanspeaking audiences” (54) and to help establish English Studies as a university subject. Like the Shakespeare translators Schlegel and Tieck, Hertzberg
changed or deleted much of Chaucer’s earthy or explicit language.
Chapter 4, “The Age of Chaucerphilologie: Institutionalization, Hegemonic Expansion, and Decline (1871–1932),” the heart of this book, is
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subdivided into five sections, each concentrating on major figures. The
sixty years in this chapter illustrate how the “quick growth” of philology
after 1871 and its “gradual decline after 1918” parallel the “ascent” of the
unified German Empire after victory in the Franco-Prussian War and its
gradual descent after defeat in World War I (61). Utz argues that Germany’s colonization of foreign territories corresponds to the “German
philological invasion” (67) of non-German literatures, especially AngloSaxon and Middle English (a similar trajectory can be seen in Beowulf
studies). As philology established itself as the scientific way to study language and literature, so did German become the language of its discourse,
and Chaucerians writing in German fashioned themselves superior to
native speakers of English. With attitudes like this, Utz concludes, philology’s reputation shifted from “a broadly conceived, comparatistic, and
innovative scholarly practice to an overly rigid, anti-enthusiastic, and
‘damningly unambitious’ enterprise” (69).
Utz identifies Julius Zupitza and Bernhard ten Brink as the founding
fathers of Chaucerphilologie, both of whom were interested in chronology,
influence, and sources, a fact hinting at the sway of “biological evolutionism and Darwinism” (85). In writing his literary history, ten Brink was criticized for being too narrowly philological because of “his single-minded
forcing of Chaucer’s texts into a linear narrative dominated by the positivistic twin paradigms of naïve biographism and occasional poetry” (99). The
second fascinating subsection illustrates the collaboration as well as the
competition of the German philologists and their British counterparts
Bradshaw, Skeat, and Furnivall. Although the German scholars collaborated with British academics because they needed access to manuscripts and
documents in British libraries, in their hegemonic grip on Chaucer studies,
some refused to show their British colleagues certain academic courtesies
and to regard them as philologists. This competition in the microcosm of
Chaucer studies matches the increasing rivalry in the (inter)national macrocosm of Germany and Britain. The third subsection chronicles the attempts
of German philologist Ewald Flügel at “Germanizing and philologizing”
the English Department at Stanford University from 1892 on (131). Flügel’s major project was “an all-encompassing dictionary of Middle English
for the vocabulary of Chaucer” (146). In the fourth subsection, dedicated
to the German school teacher John Koch, Utz shows both how Koch’s
considerable contributions to Chaucer studies have been left unrecognized
in recent Anglo-American assessments on Chaucer scholarship and how
Chaucer studies declined in the Weimar Republic. The chapter ends with
the soap-opera-like “personalization of philological conflicts” in the verbal
dueling of Viktor Langhans and Hugo Lange.
The fifth and last chapter, “New Enthusiasms and Philology’s Longevity,” underscores the changing literary and political ideologies from
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1933 to 1948 in two scholar pairs. Wolfgang Clemen’s novel work, Der
junge Chaucer (1937–38), illustrates a shift away from pedantic philology
to cultural investigation undergirded by interdisciplinary sources, on the
one hand; on the other hand, it proves that Clemen did not genuflect
“before the ruling ideology during the Third Reich” (211). The same
cannot be said of Will Héraucourt’s Die Wertwelt Chaucers (1939), which
“(re)invent[s] Chaucer as the pre-eminent German(ic) poet” (218) and
presents “the one flagrant example of a symbiosis of philology and Nazi
ideology in the history of German Chaucerphilologie” (219). Curiously, as
Utz points out, Anglo-American assessments of Chaucer scholarship since
1949 frequently cite and positively evaluate this work. The second scholar
pair comprises Hans Glunz and Ernst Curtius. In 1934, Glunz published
his 600-page book titled, Die Literarästhetik des Mittelalters, a widely
lauded and pioneering study on the significance of poetry in medieval art
that incited the ire of Romance philologist Curtius who set out to destroy
Glunz with a 199-page review of the book and to set the record straight
with his European Literature and the Latin Middle Ages in 1948. To many,
“Curtius transformed German positivistic philology” by applying “this
originally national(istic) methodology to an allegedly transnational goal, a
‘timeless European mythology’” (248). Curtius’s still important position
in medieval studies attests to this mythology.
After having read about 150 years’ worth of intriguing scholars and
their scholarly intrigues, one wishes the author would have kept going for
a few more decades. The author, however, does provide a substantial and
valuable 150-page annotated bibliography. Utz’s two reasons for attaching the bibliography are to correct factual errors in existing bibliographies
and to make accessible older studies that are often neglected or omitted,
“which has increasingly marginalized most non-Anglophone Chaucer criticism, especially since the two World Wars” (xvii).
Himself a philologically trained transplant from Germany, Utz is
uniquely qualified to have written this outstanding and balanced account.
While the amount of technical German vocabulary may be intrusive, albeit
unavoidable, to the non-German speaker, this book is not meant for
German Chaucerians alone; Anglophone scholars should also find this an
exciting and enlightening read concerning the interactions of Chaucer
studies, philology, and politics. Moreover, the scope of this book hints at
the larger disciplinary development of literary studies at the university level
from philology to new criticism to post-structuralism and suggests, in the
Epilogue, that a well-rounded scholar should be versed in all three.
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